






































































































21Enf orcement 

In most cases, violations of shoreland standards are a misdemeanor. Fines are 
most often the penalty levied by courts. Often, the fines are small or 
suspended. While judges may order restoration of whatever conditions 
preceeded the violation, this is not always practicable and is also rarely 
applied. The result is that the legal process usually does not yield any 
significant punishment for violations of standards. 

The problem is further complicated by the relatively low priority placed on 
shoreland violations by county legal staff. With a major backlog of criminal 
cases, many county attorneys do not attach much importance to shoreland and 
other land use violations. Their reluctance to prosecute may be further 
affected by the relatively small fines issued for shoreland violations. 

As a result, it often is simply not worth the time and cost of prosecuting 
shoreland violations. Greater emphasis on voluntary compliance is stressed in 
many jurisdictions. 
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APPENDIX II 

COUNTY STAFF AND BUDGET 

How many equ·iva·Jent fun tfo1e posit-ions are anocated to the shoreland 
management program in your county? . If the d·i rector or manager of the 
shoreland program has responsibilities other than shoreland management, please 
list those other duties (i3e., civil defense). 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

What is your total annual planning budget? $ 
this budget is allocated to shore·1 and managem-e-nt_? ___ %.e 

What portion of 

How would you characterize the allocation of staff and budget in terms of the 
county's abiHty to effect·ively manage shorelands development? Circle the 
appropriate number below~ 

sufficient insufficient 
1"·~··~20 ...... 3 ••.••• 4 ..... .,,..5 

Do you anticipate changes in the size of your staff allocated to shoreland 
management in the near future? yes no ? If yes, will the change 
be an increase or a decrease and by how many equiva1ent full time 
positions ? 

GENERAL PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS 

To what extent do you feel the shoreland management program has been effective 
with respect to the following concerns? For each concern ci re 1 e the 
appropriate number .. However, if you have no opinion, circle no number for 
that concern. 

effective ineffective 
protecting ground water quality loo ..... 20 ...... 3 ... t ••• 4 .•.... 5 
protecting surface water quality l ..... o.2oo•ee.3 ....... 4 ..•... 5 
minimizing shoreland crowding loo~o••2 .• o ••• 3 ...... 4 .• ~···5 
minimizing water surface use crowding 1 ...... e2 ••• •<•3 •••••• 4 ..•••. 5 
preserving scenic qualities 1 .. ~ ..... y2 .. o ...... 3 ••• ~ •• 4 ...... 5 
insuring orderly development 1.o •••• 20•••··3· ..•.. 4 .•.... 5 
establishing uniform standards l.000002 •••••• 3 ....... 4 .. e ••• 5 
protecting sensitive or unique 

environmental areas L ....... "2 ....... .,3 ......... 4., ..•.. 5 
maintaining or enhancing economic values 190.0902 •• ~ ••• 3 ...... 4 ...... 5 
preventing flood damage to structures 1 ~ ....... 2. o •• ~ .. 3., r .... A ..... . 5 
other { exp 1 a i n ) L .. • .. • • 2 $ • .. ., •• 3 .. • • - • • 4 . . ., . . . 5 

What would you identify as the most signicant shortcoming of the shorelands 
management program? Please be as specific as possible. If you also have 
suggestions regarding how to address those shortcomings, please supply them as 
well. · 

What do you preceive to be the most significant successes of the shorelands 
management program? 



POTENTIAL PROBLEM AREAS 

In pre 1 iminary evaluations of the shorel and management program,, county 
planning and zoning officials have generally concluded that the program 
functions well and that the lake and river shoreland resources are being 
protected. identified several potential problem areas where 
additional gui ines or policies may be needed. These are listed below. 
Before studying the management needs posed by these problems, we would like 
your perspective on their severity.. Pl ease rank the foll owing problem areas 
based on how serious you perceive eacn to oe for your county. Circle the 
appropriate number for each problem area. For those that you have no opinion, 
circle no number. 

county 

potential problem areas 

commercial development in shoreland areas 
industrial development in shoreland areas 
feedlot seepage and runoff 
erosion and siltation from cultivation 
resort conversions 
condomini urns, townhouses 
time share developments 

boathouses 
decks 
garages and other auxiliary structures 
docks 

recreation vehicle parks 
mobile home parks 
campgrounds 
individual mobile homes 

vegetation cutting and clearing · 
shoreland alterations (grading and filling) 
sensitive damage to environmental areas 

(steep slopes, wet soils, etc.) 
conversions of seasonal dwellings to 

year round residences 

sub-standard sewer systems* 
non-conforming sewer systems** 

sub-standard lots of record 
contamination of shallow wells 
access of back lots to lakes 

other (please explain) 
other (please explain) 

~~~~~~~~~~-

~~~~~~~~~~-

* Fails to meet lake setback 
** Serious design or location deficiency 

-42-

no 
problem 

degree of concern 

a major 
problem 

lee•oee2eeeooe3oeeeoe4eoeoo415 

loeeeoo2oe•coe3eo•o•&4eeoo•e5 

1•~••••2•e••••J••••••4•••••o5 
1••••••2•eeooo3 .. · ••.. 4eaoeeo5 
1eee~oe2••••••J•••oo•4o•••••5 
loeeeeo2~•••••3••••••4••eeeo5 
leeeo•o2ooooee3••••••4oooeoo5 

1oeeoee2~.Qeee3••••••4••••••5 
1 •••••• 2 •• ¢ ••• 3 ••••• ~4 •••••• 5 
1 •••••• 2 •••••• 3 •••••• 4 •••••• 5 
looooe•2•••~••3••••••4eeeo•e5 

l.oeooe2••••••3••••••4••••••5 
l.~ •••• 2 •••••• 3.~····4 •••••• 5 
l. w., o-. o2~ e cir c: c3e e •a• .4. • e "• ,5 

l 0 ., o 9 e .,2. o • o e .3. o o e • e4e 3 i, a <:J .5 
1" • t.1 • • o2e e e C' "c-3o e • u o .4e o • i'> e o5 

1. • • "e c.2 4 ea- 6 o .3~ e o s. o e4., o e e o o5 

1. •a. o- • o.2c • c- "o .3 .. • • e • .4. o • • 11 o5 

l.,,..,Gee2••••os3 ... .,.,.,.4., •• ""•5 
1 c;. ..... < .2. , ..... 3~ .. "0.,, .4, ..... 0 ~5 

1 • .. ... .. . . 2 . .. . .. . . ,3 . .. .. . . • 4 0 • • • .. • 5 
1 ........ 2 ...... 3 ...... ~.4 ...... 5 
l. c, 0 • • .. 2. • o e • .3. e e o • .. 4. 0 • o • .5 

1 ••..•. 2 ...... 3 ....... 4 ....... 5 
l. • • • • .2. e • e • .3. & • • • .4. • • • • .5 
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LOT SIZE, SETBACK STANDARDS 

Numerous suggestions have been made regarding tt1e need to modify lot sizes and 
setback standards. Pl ease indicate with a check mark below wt1ere you feel such 
changes are appropdate. The figures in parentneses indicate the current 
standards. 

Lot Area Standards larger by 
20%+ 0-20% 

General Development Lakes 
first tier (20,000 sq. ft.} 
beyond first tier (20,000sq ft} 

Recreation Development Lakes --
first tier (40,000 sq. ft.) 
beyond first tier (40,000sq ft} 

Natura 1 Environment Lakes --
first tier (80,000 sq. ft.} 
beyond first tier (80,000sq ft) 

General Development Rivers --
first tier (20,000 sq. ft.) 
beyond first tier (20,000sq ft) 

Natural Environment Rivers --
first tier (80,000 sq. ft~) 
beyond first tier (80,000sq ft} 

Sewered Areas --
first tier 
beyond first tier 

Structure setback from shore ( OHWM) 

General Development Lakes (75ft) 
Recreation Development Lakes(lOOft} 
Natural Environment Lakes {200ft) 
General Development Rivers (75ft) 
Natural Environment Rivers (200ft) 

--

--
Sewer system setback from shore (OHWM) 

General Development Lakes (50ft) 
Recreation .Development Lakes (75ft) 
Natural Environment Lakes (l 50ft) --
General Development Rivers (SOft) 
Natural Environment Rivers (150ft) --
Deep well to sewer setback (50ft} 
Shallow well to sewer setback(lOOft) 

VARIANCES 

small er by 
same 0-20% 20%-

On the average, how may variances have been applied for yearly over the last 5 
years in shore land areas of your county? ---
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VARIANCES (CONTINUED) 

Under \<Jhat conditions wi 11 your Boards of Adjustment be very 1 i kely to grant a 
variance? Check as many as appropriate. 

ensure view of lake or river 
site would be unbuildable oth-e-rw--1-se 
to prevent economic 1 oss to landowne_r __ 
political linkages and considerations _.....,........ 
aestrietic considerations (preserve a treeline) --without a variance, reasonable use would not be possible 
to allow compatibility with adjacent development --
other (please explain) 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

SUB - ST AND ARD LOTS OF RECORD 
.. 

Counties have dev~loped a wide variety of approaches for addressing the problems 
of sub-standard lots of record. Below are the approaches used most commonly in 
Minnesota. 

1. allow no development on sub-standard lots of record. 
2. building permits granted for only principal structures, no auxiliary 

structures allowed 
3. where possible, plats with sub-standard 1 ots must be re platted 
4. two contiguous sub-standard 1 ots in same ownership must be merged when 

building permit is issued 
5. where there are two adjacent sub-standard 1 ots in the same ownership, 

the sale of either is prohibited 
6. building permit allowed only if the lot has at least a certain percent 

of the required minimum lot size.. Tuat mini.mum percent is % 
7v building permits decided on a case by case basis {necessary-Variance 

obtained) 
Bw minimum size established for buildable lot size is sq~ ft. 
9. other (please explain)~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

In the space be 1 ow, p·1 ease fi 11 in the number or numbers of tne approaches used 
in your county.. Pl ease al so evaluate their effectiveness in dealing with the 
problems posed by sub-standard lots. 

approach number effective ineffective 
l~~••••2••••••3eoue;..t.e4•cc·c:•<5 
l ....... 2 •..••. 3.ciooc:-ee4••c•••5 
leJJJ>•••2••••••3ee-u.,•·•4••••••5 

What are the prob 1 ems you have experienced \'Ii th the approaches used in your 
county? 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~ 

Do you feel the need for additional policy or guidelines on sub-standard lots of 
record from the state? Yes No • If you do feel the need for additional 
assistance, what suggestions would you offer in terms of better identifying the 
needs? 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~ 
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NON-CONFORMING SEWER SYSTEMS 

When are sewer systems inspected in your county~ (cr1eck tnose tnat app1y) 

only when installed 
When complaints are -re_c_e-lVed 
when a problem is suspected d-es_p __ 1..,....te lack of complaints __ 
all have been inspected, future checks as needed --on a regular basis how often --when a property is sold 
when structure alteratio_n_o_r-addition permits are applied for --other (please explain) 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~ 

Under what conditions do you require that non-conforming systems be upgraded? 

In balancing the need to protect the resource and public health with concern for 
the costs to the shoreland resident, when d-0 you think tnat it would be 
reasonable to require that non-confonning sewer systems be upgraded? Check more 
than one if appropriate. 

upgrade only when public health threat is likely --upgrade when threat to lake or ground water quality lS likely 
upgrade when property ownership is tranferred --
upgrade when owner applies for structure alterat1on permits 
upgrade whenever it becomes evident that a system is non-con__.f-or-m ...... i ng 
other (pl ease explain) --

Pl ease indicate whether or not you use any of the foll owing methods for detecting 
non-conforming sewer systems. Please evaluate the effectiveness of those methods 
that you use. 

Method 

soils borings 
soils probes 
dye tests 
well water tests 
installation records 
inspection pipes 
surface discharge evidence 
estimate ground water from 

lake surface level 
other 

not 
used used 

--

effectiveness 
effective ineffective 

1 •••••• 2 •••••• 3 •••••• 4 •••••• 5 
1 (t • Q • • .2. • • o • .3. o • • • o4• "., • • .5 
l. 0. 0 8' .2 ...... 3 .. 0. 0 .4 ...... 5 
1. o., •., .2o t.1 o o • .3. o o o o ,4. • o o • ,.5 
l &l • • o ~ .2. • o • e .3. • o oft e4o • .· o o .5 
l."••••2•••0••3••••••4••••*»•5 

l. c • e "' .. 2. • • o o .3. • • e • .4. • o • • .5 

1 ......... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 •••••• 5 
l ........ 2. ~ "0 0 .3.". ~ ~ .. 4~ 9 ~ ••• 5 

As a result of the shorelands program, how many on-site sewer systems have been 
upgraded in your county ? 
In your estimate, those that have been upgraded represent wnat percent of the 
total non-confonning systems at the time st1oreland controls were enacted? % 

How effective has the 1 icensing program been for well contractors? Circle tt1e 
appropriate number below. 

effective ineffective 
1 ....... 2 ....•. 3 .....• 4 .....• 5 
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NON-CONFORMING SEWER SYSTEMS (CONTINUED) 

If you feel the program has been ineffective, please indicate what you see as the 
major shortcomings? 

~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~----

Do you favor a mandatory state certification program for sewer system 
contractors? yes no 

ENFORCEMENT 

Some have suggested that the penalties for non-compliance and the complications 
of the enforcement process result in no deterrence to violators. (Although it is 
seldom given, the maximum penalty for misdemeanors is a fine of $500 and or 90 
days in jail.) Please circle tile following numbers that best reflect your 
perspective on this concern. 

the misdemeanor penalty as a deterrence is: 
effective ineffective 

l •.•••. 2 ••.••• 3 •••••• 4 ••••.• 5 
the enforcement process as a deterrence is: 

effective ineffective 
l •••••• 2 ••.••• 3 .••..• 4 •••.•• 5 

If you feel that either the process or the penalties provide insufficient 
deterrence, what suggestions would you offer vis-a-vis either? 

LAKE CLASSIFICATION 

While most counties have adopted the lake and river classifications established 
under the state regs, some have departed significantly from the guidelines. Two 
counties have increased the number of lake classifications while another applies 
differing shorel and standards on the same lake. , To what extent do you feel the 
basic lake and river classification system meets the shoreland management needs 
in your county? 

present system is adequate 
----:,.--

with mi nor changes the present sys tern would be adequate ---present system is inadequate --
If you checked either of the 1 atter two categories, what changes would you 
recornnend? 

~~~~--~~~~~....,..-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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ASSISTANCE TO COUNTIES 

How would you rate the quality of assistance ttrnt tne county receives from the 
fo 11 owing agencies: Pl ease ci rel e the appropriate number for eacti. For those 
that are inappropriate or for which you have no opinion, circle no number. 

exceptional poor 
Department of Natural Resources 
Soils Conservation Service 
Agricultural Extension Service (U of M) 
Department of Health 
Pollution Control Agency 
Environmental Quality Board 
Minnesota Securities Division 
Soil & Water Conservation District 
Watershed Districts 

l ....... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ....... 5 
l. • e o o o .2. • • • e • .3. • • • • • e4e • • • • • .5 
l GOO O o 0 .2. O O O O 0 .3. 0 0 O 0 0 .4. • O 0 0 0 .5 
l ....... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ....... 5 
l ....... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ....... 5 
l ....... 2 ........ 3 ....... 4 . ....... . 5 
1 ....... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ....... 5 
1 ......• 2 ....... 3 .....•• 4 ....••. 5 
1 ....... 2 .....•. 3 ..•...• 4 ...•.•. 5 

For any agencies that you gave a '4' or '5' rating to, p 1 ease exp 1 a in the nature 
of the problems that have been encountered? 

~~~~~~~--~~~~ 

What suggestions would you offer to improve the quality of the DNR assistance to 
counties. Check these categories as appropriate. 

better coordination on clusters and PUDS --more frequent DNR written comments on snore land actions 
need for information on: --

variance hardship criteria 
location of ·sensitive envir-on_m_e-ntal areas 
land use management tools --
recent court decisions --
ground water systems 

--=--basics of shoreland regulation 
-~ resource implications of development trends 

closer working relationship with area DNR staff -­
training sessions on shoreland management --other explain 

~~~--~--~~--~~~----~~ 

Are there other suggestions that you would make regarding the DNR assistance to 
your county? 

~--~----~--~~~~~~~~-~~~~~------~~~~-

STATE LEASED LOTS 

To what extent have state leased lots posed any problems for the county in 
managing shorelands development? Please circle the appropriate number. If there 
are no leased lots in your county> circle no number. 

no a major 
problem problem 

l ...... 2. •.• .. . 3 ...... 4 ...... 5 
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STATE LEASED LOTS {CONTINUED) 

If state leased lots have posed a problem in your county, please elaborate on the 
nature of those problems. 

WETLAND/SMALL LAKES 

Since the recreation potential for small and. large lakes are very similar there 
may be little need for differing management approaches. However, the land use 
management district (l,000 ft.) may be too large for small lakes. Too what 
extent do you feel that this district is too large? Circle the appropriate 
number below. If you have no opinion, circle no number. 

too about 
large right 

le•••••2••••••3•••ooo4••••••5 

A pub 1i c (recently changed to 11 protec;;ted21
) waters inventory has been underway by 

the DNR for severa 1 years. Completion of the inventory wi 11 provide information 
about the location and characteristics of many small lakes and wetlands which are 
not currently managed under local shoreland controls. What management approaches 
would you suggest for these areas? 

MANAGEMENT PHILOSOPHY 

The Shoreland Management Program was established to protect a valuable state 
resource and to ensure orderly development in shoreland areas. Some have 
suggested, however, that the minimum standards for the program facilitate more 
than they regulate development. In the process shorel and areas tend to deve 1 op 
to their maximum allowable densities with a minimum of environmental safeguards. 
Some fear this will result in shoreland areas developing beyond the resource 
capacity. Please indicate below to what extent you believe this to be a prob.I em. 

no · a major 
problem problem 

1 .•..•. 2 .....• 3 .••• ~ .4 .... QI .5 

If you feel the problem may be serious, please indicate below the resource 
capacity limits that are most likely threatened. 

scenic resources damage --shoreland crowding 
-~ water surface use crowding 

ground water contamination -­
surface water contamination --fish depletion 
habitat 1 oss --
other (please explain) 
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MANAGEMENT PHILOSOPHY (CONTINUED} 

If it can be demonstrated that the development on a lake or river is approactling 
the limits of resource capacity, a variety of options can oe considered.. Please 
ct1eck those below that you feel are appropr·i ate options: 

1. prohibit further shoreland subdivisions 
2. establish water surface controls --
39 establish a lake improvement district --4. prohibit further conversions from seasonal to permanent 
5. es tab 1 i sh a sanitary sewer district --
6. prohibit further second tier development --7. require upgrading of all non-conforming sewer systems 
8. establish a watershed district --
9. chemical treatment of ·1ake water 

-=----10. explore. the feasibility of central sewer system --11. encourag~ establishment of property owners lake association -------12. require future development to install better designed and maintained 
sewage treament facilities 

13.. removal of aquatic growth --
14. do nothing --15. other (please explain} 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Now pl ease rank the top four options in terms of those you feel could most 
effectively address the problems of over development. Place the appropriate 
option number from the list above in the spaces below. 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 

Recerit studies {Growth Management and others) have suggested that land use 
management efforts 1n non-shoreland areas, such as prime farmland protection 
measures, may be focusing development pressure on shoreland areas. To what 
extent do you feel this applies in your county? 

clearly not the case in this county 
possibly the case, but scope is dift~,-c-u~l"'"""t to determine --possibly the case, but probably not a significant problem ---clearly the case, causing significant pressure on shorelands --

Regardless of the actual trends in your county~ assume for a minute that 
non-shoreland management is focussing development pressure onto shore1and areas. 
How would you characterize that trend? 

desireable undesireable 
l tf ..... ~2. \Ir Cit$ •• 3.,.,. •• Q) .. 4 • .,. g ... 5 

If you feel such a trend would be desireabl e, what are the reasons? Check more 
than one if appropriate. 

the county is better able to protect important non-shore 1 and areas such as 
prime farmland --the county is better able to monitor and control development that is 
concentrated · 
services can be more effectively provided when development is 
concentrated 
other, pl ease_e_x_p __ l ai n 

~~~~~_..._~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~ 
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MANAGEMENT PHILOSOPHY (CONTINUED) 

If you feel such a trend is undesireable, what are the reasons? Check more than 
one if appropriate. 

shoreland areas are already over crowded 
shorel and areas may become overcrowded --
shoreland areas are environmentally sens1tive and thus more vulnerable 
genera 1 phil ososphy is to disperse deve 1 opment and thus reduce potenti a ..... 1-­
confl icts 
other, pl e-a-se-expl ain 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

There are several options for addressing resource limits or other management 
concerns on river~ (i.e., Wild and Scenic rivers, Flood Plain designation, etc). 
Fewer options exist for lakes, however. One approach might be to establish a 
lakes management program.. Tne concept would be to select 1 akes with severe 
resource problems.and develop management responses to those problems. To what 
extent do you feel that a program of special lake study and management is 
needed? Please circle the appropriate number below. 

badly needed unneeded 
1 •••••• 2 •••••• 3 •••••• 4 •••••• 5 

If you feel such a program may be needed, please check some of tne following 
parameters for establishing this program. Check as many as you feel appropriate~ 

study lakes identified by county 
study lakes identified by state -­
study lakes identified by petition --
study conducted by state agency (DNR, PCA) 
study conducted by a college or univershy -­
study conducted by county 
study conducted by other (-sp_e_c-:-ify) ------study jointly conducted state/county --
study funded by property assessment --study funded by other county funds --study funded by state revenues 
joint state/county funding --

--
other funding (specify) 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--

county implements study 
state/county jointly imp....-f-em-e-nts study --other implementation (specify) 

~~~~~~~~~~-~~ 

If there are 1 akes in your county that you feel may De appropriate for such an 
effort, pl ease list them below and specify the nature of the prob 1 ems that 
qualifies the lake for special concern. 

lake name DNR lake number nature of resource problem 
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MANAGEMENT PHILOSOPHY (CUNrlNUtDJ 

The major focus of ttie shore "I and program has been dfrected towards lakes~ 
Rivers, in comparison, have rece·ived ]·ittle attention. Do you feel that a 
greater emphasis should be placed on rivers management in the shoreland program? 
Yes No 

If you answered yes, are tnere specific problems for rivers that bear special 
attention? 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

OVERLAP IN PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

On occasion where the standards of more than one management program overlap, 
(i.e., shorelands, flood plains, wild and scenic rivers, local zoning) confusion 
has resulted.. To what extent has tni s been a problem in your county? Ci rel e the 
appropriate number below. 

no a major 
problem problem 

1 .••..• 2 .•••.. 3 ....•. 4 ...... 5 

If you feel that overlapping standards have been a problem in your county, please 
tell us which programs have presented the largest problems. 

Do you feel the need for more guidance from the DNR specifying when and under 
what c ondi ti ons the various standards apply? yes no • Any 
cormnents? 

BUILDING PERMIT TRENDS 

As you know the shoreland update program is collecting information on the number 
of seasonal and permanent dwellings on shoreland areas in every county of the 
state for 1981. By comparing this data with similar data collected in 1967, we 
will be able to provide information on the increase that has occurred overtime. 
But we will not be collecting information on trends during the interim period and 
thus we will be unable to determine the extent to which development trends are 
increasing or decreasing in recent years. It would be very nelpful to us if you 
would be able to tell us the number of building permits grantea for shoreland 
areas during the past ten years. If such information is readily available, 
please fill in the following information: 

Year 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
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BUILDING PERMIT TRENDS {CONTINUED) 

It would be helpful to be able to determine how much of the building activity in 
the county is actuany focussed on shoreland areas. To make that estimate, we 
would need to have simi'lar information on the total number of ouilding permits by t 
year in the non-municipal areas of the county. If that infonnation is available 
to you, please fill in the following spaces: 

Year ·--
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 

MISCELLANEOUS 

number of building permits for 
residences on previously vacant lots 
in all non-municipal areas of the county 

Please list any lakehome owners associations present in your county. 

LAKE NAME DNR LAKE NUMBER NAME AND ADDRESS OF CONTACT PERSON 

(Use back s1de if you need more space) 

On page two (2) of this questionnaire, you assessed your level of concern 
regarding certain potential problem areas in your county. As you will well 
appreciate, the public at large and the county board may often differ with 
shoreland managers regarding assessment of problems. To measure those 
differences~ we would like you to return to page two and re-evaluate tnose 
problems areas9 You placed a circle to estimate your level of concern~ For 
those problem areas where the county board \vould have a different assessment, 
please place an •x• over the number that would best approximate what you would 
believe to be their level of concern. For those proolem areas where you believe 
the public would have a different assessment, place a •pe over the number that 
would best a~proximate what you would believe to be their level of concern. 
Where either the public or county board perceives the problem the same as 
yourself, add no letter. Or, if you feel you do not have sufficient insight into 
how others perceive a problem, again add no letter. 

In some parts of the state, seasonal home owners have maintained that there is 
considerable inbalance between the taxes they are assessed and the services they 
receive. Justifiable or not, they feel their taxes are inequitable. To what 
extent have seasona 1 home owners expressed that concern in your county? Ci rel e 
the app~opriate number below. 4 

continuously never 
1 ........ 2 ........ 3 ....... 4 ....... 5 
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MISCELLANEOUS (CONTINUED) 

To what extent do you feel there is ar~ merit to that perspective? Please circle 
the appropriate number below. 

much merit no merit 
l ••.••• 2 ••••.• 3 ••••.. 4 .••••• 5 

If you feel there is some merit to those concerns, what actions, if any, should 
be taken to address the concern? 

~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

What have we missed? What comment would you like to offer in terms of defining 
the effectiveness·of the shoreland management program or in identifying potential 
problem areas? What other types of changes do you feel are needed? 

NAME OF PERSON FILLING OUT QUESTIONNAIRE 
POSITION --------~------

COUNTY 

Would you be willing to serve on an advisory committee whose charge would be to 
make specific recommendations regarding changes in the shoreland management 
program? yes no 

Are there other individuals or organizations that snould be considered for 
membership on this advisory committee? Please list belowo 

05460/ddp 
5/19/82 
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